These brief remarks, written at the request of the editors of Comparative Studies in Society and
History in the hope of stimulating further intellectual debate about the major theoretical issues at stake in Hans Peter Duerr's series, were completed before the publication of the fourth volume of his work, Der erotische Leib. Thus for example the Lele mention as one of the distinctions between humans and animals that the latter urinate in public because they possess no shame (buhonyi),3 and among quite a few peoples someone who is seen by others while defecating commits suicide out of shame. When among the Micmac a pair of siblings were out in the forest, the young girl noticed traces of faeces on her brother's clothing, revealing that he had just relieved himself away in the bush. This shamed him so much that he hanged himself from the branch of a tree.4
For the Lakalai on the northern coast of New Britain, defection is so shameful that a woman who says about her little child, "Oh little Hans has shit himself," can drive a man who happens to have the same name and who overhears this into suicide, after which the woman will be charged with manslaughter.5 . . .
When among the Hagenberg tribes in New Guinea someone happens to be caught urinating or defecating, he hides his face in his hands and thinks about whether he should hang himself.... When a man sees a woman relieving herself, it is customary that he goes to her and asks her to sleep with him. Usually she complies, for after coitus shame is past because they have been intimate with each other.6
Passages such as these would, in our opinion, have deserved at least as close a scrutiny as Duerr has given to Elias's sources.
The uncritical juxtaposition by anthropologists of reported customs from many times and places, as exemplified here by Duerr, was once famously denounced by Sir Edmund Leach as "butterfly collecting."7 Duerr can freely engage in this kind of lepidoptery because he is not committed to any theory of long-term social and cultural change, and he explicitly rejects the notion of a civilizing process, which to him is nothing but a myth. But is it a myth? Can it be denied that in every known human society, each member undergoes an individual, lifetime, civilizing process? In the social scientific literature this is more usually referred to as "socialization," "enculturation," or "personality formation"; at least since Freud, Piaget and Kohlberg it has not been seriously disputed that this process does indeed occur nor that it has a sequential structure. Elias's particular contribution in this respect was to put these psychological insights into an historical and sociological context, to point to the balance between self-constraints and constraints exerted by others and to suggest how that balance changes in the course of an individual's lifetime.
The social standards which an individual learns in the course of a lifetime differ from society to society. But must we not also acknowledge that the standards which prevail at a particular time in a given society have not always been the same, nor have they come out of the blue? When such standards do in fact change, are the changes purely at random, purely matters of capricious fashion; or can we try to discover at this level, too, processes with a sequential structure? These are the precisely the questions Elias addressed in The Civilizing Process, in which he both documented such changes and developed a model for explaining them.
Duerr is prepared to find structured long-term processes in certain aspects of social change, but he excludes just those matters with which Elias was especially concerned: Of course, I do not dispute that there has been a civilizing process in terms of a change of the societal "macro-structure," nor that there has been a development of civilization in the technical and material sense, with profound transformations and innovations in administration, in the police and the military, in the organization of labour, in traffic and transport, in the supply of goods, in waste disposal, etc. But what I do dispute is that on the one hand this development has involved an intensification of social control, and that on the other hand it has fostered in man a fully different "drive economy"-a new "psychic habitus" .. . 8 It is not difficult to recognise, in Duerr's distinction between the technical and the psychological, the time-honoured dichotomy between "Civilization" and "Culture" as expounded by Alfred Weber and introduced into American sociology by Robert Maclver. But is it possible to maintain this distinction, and to contend that whereas there is a structure in the technical changes, the psychological changes are random? Surprisingly enough, Duerr is not quite as sceptical on this account as he may seem. He does have a theory of psychological change over the recent past. Even more surprisingly, this theory could easily be made to fit Elias's more comprehensive theory. Duerr's thesis is that in small communities or tribal groups social control was strict, tight, and inescapable. Contemporary society, by contrast, has become much more differentiated, allowing for a greater variety of behaviour, and social control has therefore become looser. Duerr9 objects most emphatically to a passage in which Elias asserts that: social drive-controls and restrictions are nowhere absent among people, nor is a certain foresight; but these qualities have a different form and degree among simple herdsmen or in a warrior class than among courtiers, state officials or members of a mechanized army. They grow more powerful and more complete the greater the division of functions and, thus, the greater the number of people to whom the individual has to attune his actions.'0 Duerr concedes that the person today is indeed connected to more people than ever-but the connections are not between whole personalities but only between, as he puts it, fragments of the personality. Therefore, according to As Duerr rightly notes, in The Civilizing Process Elias was primarily concerned with developments in Europe. But is it conceivable that a civilising process in Europe could have evolved completely independently of any previous developments or, for that matter, contemporary developments elsewhere? Elias himself was aware of the wider connections, and there are occasional allusions to them in The Civilizing Process. In his later writings, he expanded the range of his investigations to aspects of the human civilizing process at large, such as the development of the human capacity for timing and, more generally, for the use of symbols. 13 Other researchers have begun to use the theory of civilizing processes in non-European settings. Recent examples include Eiko Ikegami's The Taming of the Samurai,14 Elcin Kiirsat-Ahlers's account of state-formation among the early Eurasian nomads,15 and Wim Rasing's study of order and nonconformity among the Inuit. 16 Another strand of studies taking up Elias's theory is represented by those who are studying decivilizing processes, which were a preoccupation of Elias himself in one of his last books, The Germans. 17 
